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The field of history is premised on the idea that knowledge of our past can inform our behaviors in the future. Indeed, this idea is central to many assumptions within personality, developmental, and clinical psychology. Implicit in this thinking is that history is somehow made up of immutable facts that are set in stone in society's memory.
Who, after all, could doubt the accuracy of America's role in World War II, the facts surrounding the discovery of the New World by Columbus in 1492, the bravery and upstanding characters of the men who defended the Alamo in 1845, or the profound effect of the Magna Carta in 1215? These events, of course, are not as straightforward as we were taught in grade school. Events such as these undergo rethinking, reinterpreting, and even forgetting to become part of the permanent fabric of collective memory. But the transition from cultural upheaval to history does not happen all at once. The macrocosm of how a collective memory is built over centuries takes place on a much smaller scale beginning in the days, weeks, and months following an event.
The purpose of this chapter is to suggest that our current psychological state shapes our thinking about historical events in the same way that historical events shape our current thinking. Just as the key to the future may be the past, the key to the past may be the present. What about an event makes it memorable? How does memory of an event change over time? What are the psychological effects that accompany the integration of events in memory? Whereas most memory research focuses on the processes of individual memory, history is constructed through the shared memories of multiple people.
How are historical memories formed?
To answer this question, we must first ask how individual memories are created and retained. As described in much greater detail by others in this volume, we tend to remember events that are vivid, novel, personal, emotional, affect multiple sensory systems, have behavioral relevance, and are rehearsed. If we are presented with a serial word list, we are more likely to remember words like sex, kill, and fudge than words such as cup, type, and process. We should also be more likely to remember un--111 -expected events associated with vivid images and emotional upheaval, than more predictable pallid ones. Ten years after, most of us would be more likely to remember an event like , than the deaths of thousands of people who died that same year from an influenza outbreak.
Historical memory requires long-term change. Another factor associated with historical memory is that we are more likely to remember events that change our lives.
American wars such as World War II and Vietnam tended to change the course of U.S.
history far more than the Korean War or the 1991 Persian Gulf War. Indeed, if a large event has only minimal long-term impact, it is easily forgotten. A rich example of this is the 1991 Persian Gulf War. When it occurred, much of the United States came to a halt. During the first week of the war, American streets were empty each night because people were glued to their television sets. Just prior to, during, and following the 6-week war, our research team tracked the responses of several hundred people in Dallas, Texas (Pennebaker & Harber, 1993) . In random digit dialing (RDD) telephone surveys with hundreds of people, as well as repeated questionnaires with over 200 college students, the average person reported talking about the Persian Gulf War 7.1 times per day, and thinking about it 11.2 times per day. The vast majority agreed that the war was historically significant because for the first time a united post-Soviet world had come together to fight for justice, freedom, and democracy.
But one year later, all the troops had gone home, the same regime was in power in Iraq, and no long-term consensus in the world was apparent. Two years after the war, we contacted 76 students who had completed multiple questionnaires about the war when it was underway. In our telephone follow-up survey, we asked people a series of questions about the war -who the U.S.-led coalition was fighting (Iraq), how long the invasion of Iraq lasted (6 weeks), how many Americans were killed in combat (approximately 150), etc. Even though two years earlier our students talked about the war several times per day, heard about it in most of their classes, and filled out multiple questionnaires concerning it, their memories for the war had evaporated. For example, only 81% could identify Iraq as the country we were fighting, 28% accurately estimated the American deaths (within + 150 people), and only 6% were correct in guessing how long the war lasted (within a + 3 week margin). In mid-1993 when asked when the invasion of Iraq started (January 17, 1991) , only 57% accurately identified the month, and 68% the year. Interestingly, several students, after not being able to answer the first questions about the war, hung up on us to avoid any more embarrassment (Crow & Pennebaker, 2000) .
Although we didn't know it at the time, the Persian Gulf War didn't significantly change the students' worlds. Because of this, it quickly diminished in their (and most of our) memories. The formation, maintenance, and reinterpretation of both memories and history change over time depending on new information. In the years to come, the 1991 Persian Gulf War may indeed be newly remembered depending on the ultimate outcome of the subsequent Iraq invasion in 2003.
Historical events must touch the right cohort: Ages 13-25. Ask most anyone over the age of 40 what are the three most important songs ever written and they will likely list songs that were popular when they were between the ages of 13 and 25. Conway (1990) describes a series of studies on autobiographical memory wherein elderly people were asked to list their most significant personal memories. Overwhelmingly, these events occurred during their teenage years. Sociologists have independently reported that events that occur during the age window between 13-25 are most likely to be commemorated in the future (e.g., Schuman, Belli, & Bischoping, 1997) . This is consistent with findings by Rubin and colleagues (Rubin, Wetzler, & Nebes, 1986 ) who found that random word cues produce memories from events that occurred between the ages of 11 and 20. The second most likely age from which memories stem are from events that occurred between the ages of 21 and 30. In general, memories that are formed between the ages of 13-25 are the most striking events in our personal histories. It is not surprising, then, that historical memories are largely retained and passed on by people within this cohort.
The tendency towards recall of events that occur during adolescence and early adulthood has been explored by various authors. According to Erik Erikson (1950) , experiences between 12 and 19 are important because they contribute to development of an integrated, single identity. After one's mid-twenties, in Erikson's view (see also Levinson, et al., 1978) , most life transitions are less critical to the developing identity.
Moreover, memories may be strongest for events from one's late teens and early twenties because they are more disruptive, often being the first of many major life events. In Mannheim's (1952) words these events constitute a "fresh" experience.
Historical memories must be shared. Talking forms the core of historical memories by generating the content, but it also serves to reinforce memory. On an individual level, objects or events are most likely to be consolidated in memory if they are verbally rehearsed. Further, verbally rehearsing the details of an event influences how it is organized in memory and, perhaps, recalled in the future. This same process takes place at a social level as well. In fact, Shils (1981) claims that for a society to exist over time, its communications must be said, said again, and reenacted repeatedly.
Part of the reason major events are socially rehearsed is because events that are significant enough to change our lives typically involve a certain level of stress. Writing or talking about upsetting experiences is a common response that can help people to understand, organize, or resolve their effects (Pennebaker & Chung, 2007) . In other cases, talking has been associated with a prolongation of the emotional distress (Rimé, 1995) , as has rumination about the event (Nolen-Hoeksema, Morrow, & Fredrickson, 1993) . In either case, increased communication seems to be a natural reaction to social stress. In two related studies, on the Loma Prieta earthquake that occurred in the San Francisco Bay Area in 1989, and the Persian Gulf War in 1991, the degree of selfreported talking and thinking was exceptionally high during the first two weeks following each event (Pennebaker & Harber, 1993) . Similar findings emerged in natural recorded conversations among students in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks. As these and other studies indicate, significant emotional events are discussed with others and, through these discussions, are interpreted and shaped in order to better understand their occurrence. This rehashing process, then, serves as the groundwork for future memories of the event.
Historical events must reflect well on the culture. At some points in time, historical events are celebrated and, at others, the same events are forgotten -or at least not acknowledged. Events that are embarrassing, shameful, or in some way reflect negatively on people are more likely to be forgotten than more self-affirming events. The massacre of American Indians, slavery, and lynchings within the United States are generally given short shrift in most history textbooks. As described later in the chapter, more subtle are events that occur in a community or culture that may not be any residents' fault but reflect negatively on the community. The assassinations of John F. 
The social dynamics of traumatic events
Most historical events grow out of traumatic upheavals. Wars and revolutions entail death, loss, and adapting to a new order. Creating new ways to think of things by definition shakes up those who cling to the old ways of thinking. Given the close links between memory of emotional experiences and history, the study of people's responses to traumatic events is a productive way to examine the processes of creating historical memories.
Traumatic events are ultimately social events. Personal upheavals such as death of a loved one, a sexual trauma, or the diagnosis of a major illness have the ability to influence every part of a person's life. Over the last two decades, we have asked thousands of students and non-students to write about the most traumatic experiences of their lives. Even the most private traumas affect others. When keeping an important and potentially explosive secret from close friends, the secret can create a subtle rift in those relationships. The person often feels guarded and not free to discuss a personal topic that normally would be shared (cf., Bok, 1983) . This is not to say that sharing secret traumas is always a good idea. Often when embarrassing or shameful experiences are shared, the person's social network is permanently disrupted. More public traumas also have social consequences as well. The death of a family member, for example, typically results in friends talking with, cooking for, and watching out for the bereaved for days or weeks. In certain circumstances, such as the death of a child, the event may sufficiently upset close friends as to cause them to avoid the family that is bereaved (Pennebaker, 1997) .
Socially shared traumas such as natural or man-made disasters provide some of the cleanest evidence for appreciating the social dynamics of upheavals. Over the last several years, our research team has attempted to track the social changes that occur as a public trauma unfolds. The projects with the most fine-grained analyses include September 11, the Texas A&M Bonfire disaster, the death of Princess Diana, the Loma Prieta earthquake, and the U.S. response to the Persian Gulf War. Broader, and less fine-grained analyses have been conducted on responses to the assassinations of John F. Kennedy in Dallas and Martin Luther King in Memphis. Our goal in these studies has been to track people's lives as closely and as accurately as possible while major events are unfolding.
As outlined below, culturally shared traumas can have very different social footprints depending on the perceived cause and implications of the event. Of particular importance is the awareness of the time frame of a trauma. The social processes of traumas are quite dynamic with constant shifts in the ways people relate to one another, and to the trauma, in the days, weeks, months, years, and even generations after a significant experience has occurred.
Based on previous research with the Loma Prieta earthquake in the San Francisco Bay area in 1989, and U.S. citizens' responses to the Persian Gulf War in 1991, we posited that three distinct social stages to traumatic experience occur (Pennebaker & Harber, 1993) . Unlike psychological stage models such as those proposed by Piaget for cognitive development, or Kübler-Ross for dealing with news about one's own death, a social stage model assumes that one's social environment changes over time when collectively confronting emotional upheavals.
The emergency stage typically occurs during the first 2-3 weeks after an event.
For both the earthquake and Persian Gulf War projects, we found that people reported talking and thinking about the event at very high rates during this initial stage. Indeed, this was a time of social bonding, where many people reported talking with neighbors or strangers in ways they never had done before. A heightened rate of talking with others after an upheaval is common across multiple events. An elevated desire to share one's perspective is evidenced among cancer patients (Mitchell & Glickman, 1977) , or for those who have recently experienced the death of a loved one (Schoenberg et al., 1975) . Increased levels of socialization during times of distress are consistent with theories of social coping (Cohen & Willis, 1985; Psyzczynski, Solomon, & Greenberg, 2002; Schachter, 1959) , and are expressed by people across different cultures (Rimé, Philippot, Boca, & Mesquita, 1998) .
The inhibition stage lasts from 2-3 to 2 or more months after an event occurs. In this phase individuals gradually reduced their talking about the event although they continued to think about it. Our sense was that people still wanted to tell their stories but were tired of hearing other people's stories. A compelling example was that a month after the Loma Prieta earthquake, t-shirts began appearing in San Francisco saying "Thank you for not sharing your earthquake experience." Most interesting has been that the inhibition phase was associated with increased rates of dreams about the event, higher illness rates, and more reports of assaults as well as fights with friends and coworkers. In the 2-6 weeks after the earthquake, aggravated assault rates increased 10% over the previous year in San Francisco (Pennebaker, 1992) . A comparable jump in assaults was apparent in Dallas 2-6 weeks after the war started.
More startling is what happened approximately two weeks after the war ended.
Recall that the Persian Gulf War was declared to be a striking victory six weeks after it started. However, within a week of its conclusion, it became quite apparent to most Americans that the Iraq government was essentially unchanged and that the brutal treatment of Kurdish residents was, if anything, intensified. Our surveys indicated that people simply no longer wanted to hear or think about the war. It was at this time that aggravated assaults jumped 70% above the previous year (Pennebaker & Harber, 1993 ).
The adaptation stage was an admittedly vague post-inhibition label that signaled that people were getting on with life. In retrospect, this was not a particularly important theoretical advance. Since our original formulation, we now appreciate that there are a number of additional processes that unfold in the months and years after an event.
As more studies have been conducted, it is clear that the social stages model is a preliminary model at best. The project was based on studies where a powerful event disrupted a group of people for a relatively brief time with little disruption to the infrastructure. Anyone familiar with the long-term effects of an extended war, the 2004 Tsunami, or Hurricane Katrina appreciates how a truly massive upheaval rips the social fabric at every level for years rather than weeks or months.
A related consideration is that cultural upheavals are rarely single events occurring at one point in time. The 9/11 attacks were soon followed by other events that were tied to them such as the anthrax-tainted letters to public officials and the U.S.
invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq. When Mt. St. Helens volcano erupted in 1981 it was followed by another series of eruptions over the next few months, arousing fears for those living closest to the mountain (Pennebaker & Newtson, 1983) . In his naturalist tests of cognitive dissonance theory, Leon Festinger (1964) was intrigued by how ma-jor disruptive events typically spark rumors of even more disruptive events in the future. Historical events are generally historical because one large upheaval unleashes a series of subsequent events that change large groups of people for generations.
Although no two events are the same, it is important to begin to track how cultural upheavals unfold over time. In the remainder of the chapter, we examine a series of culturally significant events with different temporal lenses, with the understanding that traumatic experiences, like all historical events, are ultimately social. The first series of studies explore what happens in the first days and weeks after an upheaval.
The second section tracks changes over the first years after its occurrence. The final section glimpses at how generations of people think about events as they decide what is historically significant.
History in the making: The first days, weeks, and months
How do people's social worlds change once they learn of massive upheavals? Note that our focus is on the "audience" of disasters and upheavals -not those directly affected by them. Over the last few years, we have employed two overlapping methodologies to track people's thoughts and behaviors as they learn about and react to the news of an upheaval. The first involved a serendipitous digital recording project surrounding the 9/11 attacks. The second tracked the ways people talked about upheavals on the internet. Both methodologies point to consistent social shifts whereby people's interactions change over time.
Social behaviors in the hours surrounding the 9/11 attacks. The September 11, 2001 attacks on New York City and Washington, DC stunned people across the U.S.
Through a series of coincidences, our lab in Austin, Texas had just started a 2-day project on September 10 th using ambulatory blood pressure machines and a device called the EAR, or the Electronically Activated Recorder. The EAR is an unobtrusive recording device that is programmed to record all ambient sound for 30 seconds at 12.5 minute intervals (Mehl, Pennebaker, Crow, Dabbs & Price., 2001) . In addition to transcribing what people are saying, judges listening to the recordings are able to accurately assess where participants are, what they are doing, and who they are with. Six participants had started wearing the EAR and blood pressure machine on the morning of September 10 th and another 5 had worn the EAR in the prior weeks and were able to join our study within hours of the attacks. Although the study only consisted of a small sample of 11 college students, we were able to track their lives at a culturally pivotal point.
Results from the study revealed that group interactions with at least 2 other people were quite high immediately after learning of the attacks. However, this group behavior decreased in a linear fashion in the days after the attack, while dyadic interactions increased (Mehl & Pennebaker, 2003) . That is, in the days after the attacks, peo-ple spent an increasing amount of time at home with one other person rather than congregating in large or moderate-sized groups. Moreover, self-report measures taken at the end of the study revealed that dyadic interactions were associated with less avoidance and psychological intrusion from the attacks, while continued group interactions were related to the persistence of post-traumatic stress. In other words, the desire to talk about the events of September 11 th did not help people cope unless time was spent one-on-one with other people. This suggests that the socialization inherent in the building of a historical memory happens first on a very small scale. People must develop their stories with trusted others, and through this they can gradually integrate their own stories into the historical memory.
Recall that for six of the participants, we were also able capture ambulatory blood pressure and heart rate, language use, and television/radio exposure at the same time that the 9/11 saga was unfolding (Liehr, Mehl, Summers, & Pennebaker, 2004) . This full data set was only available for September 10 th , as well as the morning (when the attacks occurred) and the afternoon of September 11 th . Although the sample size was quite small, there was a significant elevation in people's heart rate from 79 beats per minute (bpm) on the 10 th to 84 bpm on the morning of the 11 th and 87 bpm in the afternoon. A similar trend held for systolic blood pressure. The percentage of EAR recording periods where radio or television was detected jumped from 14% of the time on the 10 th to 42% and 51% respectively for the morning and afternoon of the 11 th . Linguistically, the only significant change was for the use of 1 st person plural pronounswe, us, and our. People's use of "we" words increased from 0.62% of all words used on the 10 th to 0.96% in the morning and 1.90% in the afternoon of the 11 th .
Language use in the weeks surrounding an upheaval. The ways people use language in their writing and speaking reflects their social and psychological states. Recent work suggests that an important distinction can be made between content and function words (Miller, 1995) People's use of I-words and we-words shifted dramatically once they learned about the 9/11 attacks. Specifically, use of I-related words dropped by over 15% after the attacks, gradually returning to about 5% below baseline over the next two months.
It should be noted that use of 1 st person singular is linked to self-focus, depression, and low self-esteem (see Chung & Pennebaker, 2007 for review of literature). It is of interest that people reported feeling sad, afraid, angry, and a host of other negative emotions in the days after 9/11 but their use of I-words dropped rather than increased.
A virtual identical pattern emerged for chat rooms on America Online (AOL) in the hours and days after people learned of Princess Diana's death (Stone & Pennebaker, 2002 ). One argument is that when dealing with an overwhelming negative experience, a good short-term coping strategy is to direct attention away from the self (Carver, 2007) .
Consistent with the EAR study described earlier, people increased in their use of we-words by over 75%. Interestingly, the we increases were not attributable to greater nationalism, but rather to greater attention to family and close friends. That is, in the days and weeks after 9/11, people were much more likely to talk about "my boyfriend and me" or "our neighbors" than they previously had been. Again, a similar -though less dramatic pattern -emerged for the Princess Diana chatroom data.
One other 9/11 finding deserves mention -use of positive and negative emotion words. Positive emotion words include any words that have a positive connotation (e.g., happy, good, tasty, friend) just as negative emotion words have negative connotations (e.g., sad, kill, ugly). As seen in Figure 3 , negative emotion words greatly increased as of September 11 th and returned to baseline within two weeks. More interesting is the pattern for positive emotion words. Although there was an immediate drop in positive emotion words, it only lasted for four days. By the 5 th day, positive emotion words were slightly above baseline and remain at that level for the duration of the study -two months later. Taken together, the language analyses paint a somewhat different picture of 9/11 than has traditionally been painted in research (e.g. Silver et al., 2003) . Rather than a monolithic negative experience, September 11 th aroused a sense of community and positive feelings.
Social and health processes in the first year of an event.
Whereas the first few days after a major upheaval are devoted to learning about and making sense of it, the subsequent months have a different focus. The rates at which people talked about 9/11 after several months dropped significantly. Indeed, virtually all events have a natural half-life of only a few weeks. We must admit that we don't have a clear picture of what generally happens during the first year after an event has occurred. Some data suggest that the natural order falls apart, resulting in conflict and strife -as occurred in Chicago after the Great Chicago Fire of 1871 (Sawislak, 1995) . Other data, while not showing strife per se, suggest a great deal of internal tension among the residents. For example, in the year following the assassination of John F. Kennedy in Dallas, the death rates due to heart disease increased 4% (compared to a drop of 2% nationwide and in other Texas cities). Murder and suicide rates increased significantly in Dallas in the 2 years following the assassination compared to control cities as well (Pennebaker & Banasik, 1997) .
At least one other example suggests an opposite pattern. In the Fall, 1999, Texas A&M students had almost finished their month-long project to build a giant bonfire that they were to set afire prior to their annual football game against their arch-rivals, the University of Texas at Austin. Around 3:00 in the morning, some cables snapped causing the entire wooden structure to collapse resulting in the deaths of 12 students.
Language analyses of the school newspaper showed the same I and we changes as reported with 9/11 and the Princess Diana project.
More intriguing were the findings on the students' use of campus health centers (Gortner & Pennebaker, 2003) . Students' use of campus health center visits for illness was tracked during the 8 months following the bonfire at both Texas A&M and its neighbor, the University of Texas at Austin. For the University of Texas, health center visits remained stable in comparison to illness rates the year before. At A&M, on the other hand, there was a brief 1-month increase in illness visits by about 15% compared to a year earlier. However, in the following four months, illness visits dropped by 40%.
Ultimately, the bonfire disaster was associated with improvements in the student body's physical health.
Explanations from this unexpected reversal of health may be the high levels of social support found in the A&M community. Indeed, social networks have been found to help reduce poor health following other types of disasters (Cohen & McKay, 1984) .
Turnarounds in physical health following a disaster suggests that whereas in some cases social strife degrades the quality of life in a community, a strongly unified response not only acts as a buffer, but may actually increase health from levels before the event occurred.
History made: Decades and centuries
As time passes, some events remain at the forefront of the culture's memory and others mysteriously fade. What determines when, and how, an event becomes impor- Is this 25-year lapse between a traumatic experience and the building of a monument real or coincidental? To test this idea, we sought to find monuments that had been erected within the previous 100 years in the United States that commemorated a single discreet event (e.g., disaster, battle, or similar event --either positive or negative). We then computed the time between the event and the erection of the monument. The data showed that monuments tend to be erected either immediately after an event or in 20-30 year cycles thereafter. Interestingly, whether the event commemorated was positive or negative does not make a tremendous difference in whether or not the 20-30 years was required to pass before acting (Pennebaker & Banasik, 1997 other motion pictures about the Vietnam War (Adams, 1989) . Our own lab embarked on a larger more systematic study linking the time period that movies depicted. In the study, a random sample of 1,400 popular movies from a pool of over 20,000 made between 1920 and 1990 were coded for date of release and the era which the movie depicted. Not surprisingly, the majority of movies depict the present (i.e., the time period when the movie was released). However, movies not depicting the present tend to take place about 20-25 years earlier. This pattern is actually stronger for top grossing movies (in terms of ticket sales) than movies in general. United States film watchers, and probably those elsewhere around the world, seek to remember what was happening 22 years earlier. Why does it take 20-30 years to construct a monument or make a movie surrounding an important event? On a certain level, the erection of monuments or the making of expensive movies are complex coordinated social activities. For example, there usually must be some consensus and very little overt opposition among residents to build a monument and a large potential audience for a movie. Typically, numerous committees must be coordinated to acquire funding for the project. Whether the building of a monument is a sign of enthusiasm, or a lack of opposition is unknown.
There is also the thorny problem of deciding how to interpret an event. As has been apparent over the last several years in New York City since the 1991 attacks, different constituencies are demanding different interpretations. Should the monument be dedicated to the people working there, the rescue workers who died, the country/city that will not be intimidated, a rebuke of the terrorists themselves? Different groups of people have alternative visions that can only be reconciled with time.
Groups of individuals and entire societies collectively look back at specific times.
During these times of looking back, people openly talk about and acknowledge the relevance of these events to their own personal development. What accounts for the emergence of the 20-30 year cycle in looking back? To answer that, we must revisit our original question about how memories are formed. As mentioned earlier, four components of memory must be considered: having a significant change on long-term history, influencing people of a critical age, having an active dialogue about the event,
and assuming that the event reflects well on a culture. Yet, as we have seen with the Persian Gulf War study, sometimes talking is actually conducive to forgetting, rather than remembering.
What, then, must occur for an event to re-enter social awareness? Two explanations are relevant -the cohort effect and psychological distancing. The cohort effect suggests that those most affected (people between ages 13 and 25) do not have the resources to memorialize the event for another few decades. Once they reach the ages of 38 to 50, they have the financial and political clout to build monuments and influence popular culture.
The psychological distancing effect is based on the clinical observation that people tend to distance themselves from traumatic experiences. Reminders of the trauma can arouse anxiety and distress (e.g., Horowitz, 1976) . Healthy coping typically involves people engaging with their worlds and, within weeks or months, moving beyond the event.
There is a wide range of ways individuals deal with a loss, however, and the issue becomes more complex when looking at groups of people dealing with the same loss. In Dallas after the assassination of Kennedy, for example, some individuals sought to openly discuss the event. Others increased their donations to worthy causes (perhaps a form of sublimation). Yet others murdered, committed suicide, or died quietly from heart disease. Statistically, then, a community or culture can show a number of seemingly inconsistent patterns in the months, and even years following an unwanted tragedy.
Based on the Dallas example, a sizable minority will support the building of a monument whereas a separate group will oppose it. One group seeks to remember, the other to forget. Interestingly, the impact of these two forces changes over time in different ways. The desire to look back slowly increases as people begin to acknowledge the event's effects on their own lives and on that of their society. The members of society who initially oppose the building of a monument do so because the event arouses too much anxiety and distress. These negative emotions, however, tend to dissipate over time. The driving emotional force of the opposition to any monument, then, quietly diminishes. The net effect is that society builds a consensus for the erection of a monument and an acknowledgment of the importance of the given collective memory.
Over time as events assume a more realistic perspective and as the factual memory becomes more blurred it may be easier to reach a consensus on how the event should be remembered.
History: The long view. Being distanced from an event can do more than allow wounds to heal. With enough time, historical memories are reinterpreted and changed to match the needs of the culture. With time, the memories can often evolve into something myth-like, with positive outcomes emphasized and the costs forgotten. Interestingly, this phenomenon occurs across time and cultures.
As the year 2000 approached, an international group of researchers decided to ask over 1300 college students from seven different countries what were the three most important events that had occurred in the last 100 and 1000 years (Pennebaker, Páez, Deschamps,et al., 2006) . Results show that historical memories are influenced by recency and self-relevance. With one exception, the most important historical events of the last 1000 years occurred in the second half of the millennium; with one exception, the most important historical events of the last century occurred beginning after about 1935. The bias towards recall of more recent events may be perpetuated by generational recall in the form of communicative memories (Laszlo, 2003 Table 2 to appreciate the degree to which the majority of events that are viewed in a positive light are done so by the participating country.
As the tables suggest, history is indeed fickle. What people viewed as historically significant at the end of the 20 th century will undoubtedly change over the next gen- 
Conclusions
We have broadly traced how individuals and groups think and talk about emotional upheavals. Our purpose has been to capture the unfolding of historical events to better understand how we collectively construct important events. By understanding the basic processes of individual memory, we can begin to see what boundary conditions are necessary for any event to be remembered over time.
In addition to traditional memory processes, however, the role of basic social dynamics cannot be underestimated. Cultural upheavals are ultimately emotional and result in people talking about them in a variety of ways. Frequent discussions of events help to shape and reinforce how they are interpreted. In the weeks and months after the upheavals, the groundwork for future collective memories is laid through further cultural shifts resulting from the initial upheaval. The more that people use a specific cultural event as a memory-based bookmark, the more likely it will take on long-term historical significance. By a memory-based bookmark, we mean a common cultural reference point: "ever since 9/11" or "since Vietnam".
Columbus, the French Revolution for people living in monarchies, the American Revolution for people in the United States, and World War II are all bookmarks that undoubtedly shared many of the same short term social dynamics that we have seen with our analyses of 9/11, the Loma Prieta Earthquake, and the Persian Gulf War.
Only a small number of today's upheavals will ultimately be more than footnotes in history texts in a hundred years. For something like 9/11 to be historically significant, there must be long-term cultural changes linked to it. In addition, those between 13
and 25 years old in 2001 must be active in writing books, movie scripts, and building monuments. Their children and grandchildren, too, must be motivated to learn more about and promote that fateful day.
Ultimately, collective memories reflect the self-serving biases of human nature.
With the passage of time, painful events become more tolerable and are reconceptualized to reflect the desired identity of a culture. Painful or shameful events are either forgotten or are morphed into experiences that reflect well on the society. Just as historians, sociologists, and psychologists have inferred how Americans have felt about themselves over the past centuries by examining how the country remembered Christopher Columbus, the future interpretations of events like 9/11 will serve as windows into the souls of future generations.
